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ABSTRACT

Most of the time, literature defines work engagement as a positive mental
state characterized by the psychological presence at work and involving
physical, emotional, and cognitive components. This systematic literature
review aimed to identify instruments to measure engagement in the
international context. We defined information sources, a search strategy,
paper eligibility criteria, analysis criteria, and a data extraction process
and present results. A total of 71 studies retrieved from online scientific
databases were analyzed, including journal papers, book chapters, books,
and manuals. We identified 25 Likert-type scales (of which 15 were
analyzed) that differ from each other according to the perspective on
work engagement. It is considered that, by pointing out a range of
different psychometric scales as well as adjusting each one to four different
theoretical perspectives, this paper may assist researchers in choosing the
scale that is most aligned with their research objectives.

Keywords
work engagement; measurement instruments; psychometric scales; organizational
behavior; work and organizational psychology.

RESUMEN

La literatura define el compromiso laboral como un estado mental
positivo, marcado por la presencia psicoldgica en el trabajo, que involucra
componentes fisicos, emocionales y cognitivos. Esta revisién sistemdtica
tuvo como objetivo identificar instrumentos internacionales para medir
el engagement. Se definieron fuentes de informacion, estrategia de
basqueda, criterios de elegibilidad de articulos, criterios de anélisis,
proceso de extraccién de datos de articulos y presentacién de resultados.
Se recuperaron y analizaron un total de 71 estudios a partir de bases
de datos cientfificas, incluidos articulos de periddicos, libros y capitulos
de libros. Se identificaron 25 escalas Likert (de las cuales se analizaron
15), que son diferentes entre si, de acuerdo con la perspectiva tedrica del
compromiso. Se considera que este articulo, al sefialar diferentes escalas
psicométricas, y ajustando cada una em cuatro perspectivas tedricas
diferentes, puede ayudar a los investigadores a elegir aquellas que mejor
se adapten a sus propésitos cientificos.

Palabras clave
engagement laboral; instrumentos de medicién; escalas psicométricas;
comportamiento organizacional; psicologfa del trabajo y las organizaciones.
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The first author to treat the concepts of
engagement and disengagement at work was
Kahn (1990), according to whom “they refer
to the behaviors by which people bring in or
leave out their personal selves during work
role performances” (p. 694). When engaged,
people employ and express themselves physically,
cognitively, and emotionally while performing
their roles. In turn, disengagement would be
the “uncoupling of selves from work roles; in
disengagement, people withdraw and defend
themselves physically, cognitively, or emotionally
during role performances” (p. 694).

Although the qualitative research by Kahn
(1990) is a pioneer and has anchored other
studies on the theme, it was only with the
emergence of Positive Psychology (Seligman
& Csikszentmihalyi, 2000) in the early 2000s
that the engagement construct structure became
analyzed in depth. However, the popularization
of the concept was accompanied by a plurality
of understandings about the engagement
constitution, starting from an approach that
associates engagement with personal factors
(Kahn, 1990), going through an understanding
of engagement as the antithesis of burnout
(Maslach & Leiter, 1997), and arriving at
the approach that dominates theoretical essays
today, which is derived from the studies by
Schaufeli et al. (2002). The latter understands
engagement as a relatively enduring state
of mind that is positive and rewarding
associated with the work and marked by
vigor, dedication, and absorption. Subsequently,
another approach began associating engagement
with organizational factors (Saks, 20006).

Since the early 2000s, psychometric scales
capable of measuring work engagement became
popular both in academia and business
environments. However, it is noticeable that
the elaboration of these scales accompanies this
plurality of theoretical perspectives. Thus, this
manuscript is a systematic literature review that
aims to identify different instruments employed
in the international literature to measure worker
engagement in organizations. By pointing out
different theoretical approaches to engagement

and framing the different instruments in each
of them, we hope to provide subsidies for
researchers to choose which scale to use in their
empirical research, assessing which best suits
their objectives.

In a preliminary consultation, we sought
to identify international systematic reviews on
the subject in order to ensure relevance that
justified the research proposed here. Although
we have found theoretical review papers on the
concept (Ababneh & Macky, 2015; Attridge,
2009; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2010; Shuck, 2011;
Simpson, 2009), we did not find a systematic
review that would survey psychometric scales
used for its measurement. The review papers
found that sought to point out different
psychometric scales for engagement did not
present a systematization of the methodology
used in their research or did not find as many
psychometric scales as those indicated in this
manuscript.

Work engagement: different approaches

The diversity of perspectives on work
engagement has led some authors to analyze
the historicity of this concept’s construction
and systematically divide these understandings
from the theoretical perspective that different
authors have put forward over the years. Based
on the systematic review undertaken in this
manuscript, as well as the systematization of
two predecessor papers (Shuck, 2011; Simpson,
2009), we identified four theoretical perspectives
for work engagement, which are presented below.

1) The personal engagement approach by Kahn
(1990)

Kahn (1990) uses the concepts of personal
engagement and disengagement from a
psychoanalytic and sociological view that people
are inherently ambivalent in the course of
their personal history. Thus, individuals alternate
moments in which they move away from
or approach certain situations or associations
in order to protect themselves or embrace
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such situations. For the author, personal
engagement is an internal state affected by
external forces. Although models of antecedents
and consequences of engagement have been
developed since the 2000s, Kahn (1990) had
already pointed out three previous psychological
domains that make an individual feel
engaged or disengaged: meaningfulness, safety,
and availability. Psychological meaningfulness
consists of a sense that there will be a positive
return on the investments employed during work.
Psychological safety refers to the feeling that,
by showing oneself, there will be no negative
consequences for one’s self-image or career. Last,
availability is associated with the feeling that one
has the necessary and essential resources to work
(Kahn, 1990).

In his approach, the author emphasizes
engagement is expressed in three dimensions:
physical, emotional, and cognitive (Kahn, 1990).
Based on this precursor view, later authors
defined other dimensions — not so distinct — as
constituting engagement.

2) Engagement as the antithesis of burnout

It is an approach that emerged from the
burnout studies undertaken by Maslach and
Leiter (1997). At the time, the burnout literature
was focused on seeking a cure for psychosocial
diseases and on studies that mainly associated
the disease with occupations that interact with
people (Shuck, 2011). From the perspective of
Maslach et al. (2001, p. 417), work engagement
was conceptualized as “a persistent positive
affective state characterized by high levels of
activation and pleasure”. Engagement studies
then began considering the role of well-being as a
strategy to overcome burnout (Shuck, 2011), and
the two constructs began to be seen as opposites
of the same continuum (Maslach et al., 2001;
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2009). From this approach,
the burnout dimensions of exhaustion, cynicism,
and ineffectiveness are seen as the opposites,
respectively, of the engagement dimensions of
energy, involvement, and efficacy (Maslach &
Leiter, 1997).
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Thus, for some time, the Maslach Burnout
Inventory (MBI) was used to evaluate
psychometric aspects of both burnout and
engagement until this conception started to
be objected to (Simpson, 2009). For Johnson
(2003), this approach is critical since it ignores
cognitive engagement processes as theorized by
Kahn (1990). For Ababneh and Macky (2015, p.
15), “assuming the absence of one thing implies
the presence of a theorized opposite is fraught”.
In other words, when a worker is not affected
by burnout syndrome, it does not necessarily
mean they have a level of engagement in their

workplace (Teles et al., 2017).

3) The work engagement approach by Schaufeli et
al. (2002)

Engagement as a behavior in which the
worker spends energy to play a certain role
is considered a manifestation of psychological
presence at work, a specific mental state.
Currently, the dominant conception is derived
from the studies by Schaufeli et al. (2002, p. 74),
according to which “engagement is defined as
a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind
that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and
absorption”. In these authors’ view, engagement
is not “a momentary and specific state”, but
rather “a more persistent and pervasive affective-
cognitive state that is not focused on any
particular object, event, individual, or behavior”.

The dimensions suggested by Schaufeli et al.
(2002) are closely related to those developed by
Kahn (1990). In general, “both the vigor and
physical dimensions refer to being full of energy
and working until the job is done” (Viljevac
et al., 2012, p. 3694). Dedication and the
emotional dimension are related to “a sense of
significance from one’s work, feeling enthusiastic
and proud about one’s job, and feeling inspired
and challenged by it” (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2009,
p. 6). And “the absorption and cognitive scales
have to do with losing oneself in one’s job and
forgetting about everything else” (Viljevac et al.,
2012, p. 3694).
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4) The focus on organizational aspects and work

tasks by Saks (2006)

For Saks (2006), engagement involves cognitive,
emotional, and behavioral components.
However, for the author, engagement is a
result of social exchange and, therefore,
has two dimensions, one related to work
activities and the other associated with the
organization. The model developed by the author
points out antecedents and consequences of
engagement. For Saks (2006), job characteristics,
perceived support, justice, and rewards are
predictors of engagement. In turn, engaged
workers show more satisfaction, commitment,
and organizational citizenship behavior and less
intention to quit.

In fact, organizational factors are pointed out
as having an influence on engagement. A trend
has been to use different models to assess how
organizational factors, work resources, and job
demands suggest engagement (Simpson, 2009).

Among these models, the most commonly used
is the Job Demands-Resources Model (JD-R)
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).

Method

This manuscript consists of a systematic
literature review aimed at identifying different
work engagement measurement instruments
proposed in the international context. A defined
protocol was not registered to this end, but
we adopted criteria that are common to
methodologies that propose systematic reviews
(Kitchenham & Charters, 2007; Moher et al.,
2009) in order to guarantee iterativity and
methodological rigor in the research process.
We defined databases, a search strategy, criteria
for the eligibility and exclusion of papers and
selection of studies, paper analysis criteria,
and a process for extracting data from papers,
synthesizing it, and presenting results.

We analyzed journal papers, book chapters,
books, and manuals retrieved from online
scientific databases. The planning process began
with the definition of the databases for retrieving

studies. The selected databases were Scielo (a
database with visibility in Latin America) and
Web of Science because it is a wide-ranging
database that gathers journals from different
areas of knowledge. We did not set restrictions
on paper language. However, it should be noted
that the searches in both databases were carried
out using English terms. It was decided to recover
scientific papers published between 1990 and
2020. We chose 1990 as the starting point
because it was the year of publication of Kahn
(1990), the first to discuss engagement.

We started collecting data from the Web of
Science. The iterative process of searching for
papers is presented in Table 1. From preliminary
readings, we defined meaningful terms that
could return papers relevant to the aim of
this research. Thus, two blocks of keywords
were defined (measurement instruments vs. work
engagement). After consecutive searches, we
attempted to fine-tune the results and eliminate
noise to better meet the objectives of this
manuscript, reaching the number of 46 papers
in the Web of Science database deemed relevant
to the scope of this research. The same search
dynamics was applied to the Scielo database and
returned 15 studies, totalizing 61 papers.
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Table 1
Successive search process — Web of Science

. Web of
S h St
eare rne Science
= = » - 2
41 TS=(measure™ OR scale OR instrument OR inventory OR quiz OR questionnaire 10.942.623
OR tool)
0 TS=(“work engagement” OR engaged OR “engagement at work™ OR “personal 276,815
v engagement” OR “disengagement at work™ OR “job engagement™)
#LAND#2 75.165
i TS=(“work engagement” OR “engagement at work™ OR “disengagement at work™
=4 i 4.640
OR “job engagement™)
#1AND#4 276

TS=(“work engagement measure*” OR “work engagement scale” OR “work
engagement instrument” OR “work engagement inventory” OR “work engagement
quis” OR “work engagement questionnaire™ OR “work engagement tool” OR “job
engagement measur* OR “job engagement scale™ OR “job engagement
#6 instrument™ OR “job engagement inventory” OR “job engagement quis™ OR “job 393
engagement questionnaire”™ OR “job tool” OR “eng; at work
measur*” OR “engagement at work scale”™ OR “engagement at work mstrument™
OR “engagement at work inventory” OR “engagement at work quis™ OR
i at work 1 * OR at work tool”™)

TI=(“work engagement measur®® OR “work engagement scale” OR “‘work
engagement instrument” OR “work engagement inventory™ OR “work engagement
quis” OR “work ionnaire” OR “work tool” OR “job
engagement measur*” OR “job engagement scale”™ OR “job engagement
#7 instrument”™ OR “job engagement mventory™ OR “job engagement quis™ OR “job 46
engagement questionnaire”™ OR “job tool” OR “eng; at work
measur*” OR “engagement at work scale”™ OR “engagement at work instrument™
OR “engagement at work inventory” OR “engagement at work quis™ OR

“engagement at work questionnaire” OR “engagement at work tool”)

Note. Timespan: 1990-2020 / Document
All document types / Search date: Oct. 5, 2020

After identifying these 61 papers, we
performed an analysis of the references cited by
each one, finding 65 new publications potentially
aligned with the purpose of this research and
that had not been returned when searching
the indicated databases, totalizing 126 papers.
Thus, we started to read the abstracts of the
126 publications in order to understand whether
or not they were relevant to the aim of this
research. The criteria for exclusion were the
following: a) being repeated; b) citing the issue
of work engagement only tangentially; ¢) not
presenting new instruments or validation of
already known instruments, but merely the
application of already consolidated instruments
(i.e., strictly empirical studies); d) presenting
scales of engagement created for contexts other
than work. We excluded 55 papers that met at
least one of the exclusion criteria. In the end, the
analysis was performed with 71 papers.

The 71 selected papers were then read
in full and analyzed according to a) their
purpose (e.g., validation, proposal of a new scale,
literature review); b) the dimensions and items
of the identified instruments; c) their theoretical
perspectives. A pilot form for data collection
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types:

was defined according to these criteria. As the
papers were read in full, the forms were filled with
relevant information.

Results

Table 2 shows the list of 71 papers analyzed,
among which 69 % aimed to validate scales
in contexts and countries other than those
for which they were originally conceived, 14
papers (20 %) proposed and validated new scales,
and another 11 % presented reviews about
the concept and measurement instruments or
comparisons between different scales using the
same worker sample.

Table 2
Paper proposal

Paper proposal

Validation of already
conselidated scales

Proposal of 2 new scale

Bibliographic review /
comparison between
scales

Paper Amount

%

Choi et al. (2020); Lazauskaité-Zabielské et al. (2020); Song et
al., (2020); Tran et al. (2020); Kulikowski (2019); Pujol-Cols &
Arraigada (2018); Sinval et al. (2018); Tomas et al. (2018): Ho-
Kim et al. (2017); Lathabhavan et al. (2017); Lovakov et al.
7); Petrovié et al (2017): Schaufeli et al. (2017); Teles et al
alliéres et al. (2017); Costa et al. (2016); Ferreira et al.
): Magnan et al (2016); Sulaiman & Zahoni (2016); Vargas
etal (2016); Fong & Ho (2015); Vazquez et al. (2015); Zecca et
al. (2015); Kulikowski & Madej (2014); Panthee et al. (2014);
Rodriguez-Montalbdn et al. (2014) : De Bruin & Henn (2013); De 49
Bruin et al. (2013) : Miller-Gilchrist et al. (2013); Simbula et al.
(2013): Yusoff et al (2013) - Breevaart et al. (2012a); Breevaart
etal (2012b); Chaudhary et al. (2012) : Extremera et al. (2012} :
Fong & Ng (2012); Klassen et al (2012); Mills et al (2012);
Spontdn et al. (2012); Viljevac et al. (2012); Xanthopoulou et al.
(2012); Goliath-Yarde & Roodt (2011): Nerstad et al (2010):
Seppala et al. (2009): Pisanti et al. (2008): Shimazn et al_ (2008):
Hallberg & Schaufeli (2006); Naudé & Rothmann (2004); Storm
& Rothmann (2003).
Ababneh et al. (2019); Lupano-Perugini et al. (2017); Costa et al.
(2014); Matz-Costa et al. (2014); Siqueira et al. (2014);
Witemeyer et al. (2013); Soane et al_(2012); Rich et al. (2010): 14
Saks (2006); Schaufeli et al. (2006); May et al. (2004); Robinson
etal. (2004); Schaufeli et al. (2002); Rothibard (2001)

Kulikowski (2017); Ababneh & Macky (2013); Wefald et al.
(2012); Christian et al. (2011); Schavfeli & Bakker (2010}
Attridge (2009); Schavfeli & Bakker (2009); Newman &
Harrison (2008).

65%

20%

11%

From the analysis of 71 papers, we found
25 work engagement measurement instruments,
18 of which are academic and 7 used by
Human Resources consultancy companies for
commercial purposes. The list of identified
instruments is shown in Table 3.
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Table 3 P—
‘ Theoeeial| 5., Namber . _Engagement dimensions _
Work engagement measurement instruments perspective of items Flersical Emotional | ¢ opnitive component | O7Emfiomal | Tack
component component component component
TUWES 17-15-0-6-3 Viger Dedication. Absorption
N i EACT 1 Epergy Absarption | Attention
, Number of papersin Work
Type N sealsivime Proposed by which it was cited 7 engagement EEGT 10 Vigor Asorpion
2 My, Gilson ant v Seal iy St Ny e 3000 s | T sl e fhenss
May, Gilson and Harter Scale (May Scale May etal, % : ==
3 Maslach Bumnout Inventory (MBI) Maslach & Leiter, 1997 5 7.0% WS ¢ N Saicasiian
4 Saks Scale Saks, 2006 4 5.6% MET Extausios CrHam et
5 Rothbard Scale Rothbard, 2001 3 a2y | g e el £ ivesie) Lt
6 Rich, Lepine, and Crawford Scale (Rich Scale) Rich etal, 2010 3 42% approsch OLBL 16 i T | e e
7 Shirom-Melamed Vigor Measure (SMVM) hp/ishirom org 3 42%
¢ Engagement Tool of the Institute for S ohbhmon ot 217004 5 e May Scale 13 Physical engegemert | Emotional engagement |  Cognitive sngagement
Employment Studies (IES Scale) Kab's Rich Scale 18 Paysical engrgemert | Emotional engagement |  Cogmitive szgagement
9 9 Team Work Engagement Scale (TWES) Costaetal, 2014 2 238% perzonal -
é 10 Witemeyer, Ellen and Straub Seale Witemeyer et al 2013 2 28% | ensagement PEP v HickSm el
¥ 11 Work Engagement Scale (EEGT) Siqueira et al. 2014 2 28% approach SMVM n Physical strength Emotional energy Cognitive liveliness
< 12 Oldenburg Bumout Inventory (OLBI) Evangelia Demerouti, 1998 2 28% 15 s Affctive engagemen | Tl engegament | Socil nzngement
13 Productive Engagement Portfolio (PEP) Matz-Costa et al, 2014 1 14% - P = Crzammation Tor
14 Asgentine Work Engagement Scale (EACT) Lupano-Pervgini et al, 2017 1 Lavy | Oremizton npgee | pgme
% ?balb?eh. LeFevre and Bentley Scale (Ababneh Ababnch et al 2019 i Ly | Sret | AbabuehSaler|  x Discoeionay efor | Bamoton and actvaton Atsarpion ] [
cale’ approach = - =
Intellectual, Social, Affective Enpagement - - IES Seale o UskSueioml
16 Soane et al, 2012 1 14%
Scale (154)
17 Britt Scale Thomas Britt 1 14% Figure 1.
18 Czamowsky Scale American Society for Training 1 1.4% . . . .
: and Development (ASTD) . Engagement dimensions according to different authors.
19 Gallup 12/Gallup Workplace Audit (GWA) hrps//q12 gallup.com/ 3 12% a
, 10 BlessingWhite hitps://blessingwhite.com/ : L4% Note. @ The Ababneh Scale was identified as
% 21 Hewitt https://vwiw. aonhewitt.com. au 1 14% ‘
§ 2 siom Btps:/ww sirota.com ! La% also being influenced by Kahn's perspective
& 23 Towers Perrin hips engagement com 1 14%
24 Valrera hittp: /v valtera com/ 1 14%
25 Watson Wyatt Worldwide hittp://wwiw sidathyder.com pk/ 1 14%

To arrive at the list of measurement
instruments, we considered not only the full
presentation of a scale but eventually just
its mentioning in the academic papers. Thus,
although 25 instruments were found, it was not
possible to access them in their entirety. Due
to the proprietary nature of business scales, we
have chosen, in this manuscript, to emphasize
academic scales. For access reasons, in the
discussion below, we will consider 15 academic
scales to which we obtained full access to their
contents.

Discussion

We found measurement tools that consider
engagement as both a one-dimensional and
multidimensional construct. Chart 1 presents the
dimensions proposed for each scale as well as the
theoretical perspective basing each one.

A. Scales influenced by the approach by Schaufeli
etal. (2002)

The UWES was the most frequent instrument
among the analyzed papers, having been
validated or cited by 83.1 % of the studies,
demonstrating its hegemony as a measurement
tool for work engagement. The UWES has
been translated and validated in countries on
five continents in versions with 17, 15, 9, 6,
or 3 items. There is also a version for daily
and continuous evaluation of engagement. Its
mastery may be due to the effort of its creators
in translating and validating the scale in different
languages in collaboration with researchers from
other countries. It is a three-dimensional scale
composed of the dimensions of vigor, dedication,
and absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2002). The
authors emphasize that the UWES may be
used as part of antecedents and consequences
research or as an instrument for psychosocial
risk assessment (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2009).
Based on a literature review of UWES validation
papers, Kulikowski (2017) points out that the
nine-item version of the UWES is presented
“as a more valid and reliable measure of work
engagement” (p. 170).

In fact, the many approaches to engagement
pointed out in this manuscript reveal that there
is no convergence of views on what should be
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the ideal way to measure the construct, which
often reverts to direct criticism of the UWES
as the dominant measurement tool, especially
with regard to its factorial structure (Ababneh
& Macky, 2015; Kulikowski, 2017; Newman &
Harrison, 2008; Wefald et al., 2012).

The TWES follows the approach by Schaufeli
et al. (2002) and proposes to evaluate
engagement in group work. The results support
the idea that engagement in teamwork and at
the individual level are two different constructs,
albeit related (Costa et al., 2014). The authors
start from the UWES-9 to develop a scale
that differs from the original one on how
to elaborate the questions, replacing the “I”
with “we”. The TWES may be answered
individually and have the team members’ answers
subsequently aggregated or collectively through
group discussions. The authors did not find
a three-factor structure for the scale, which
resulted in a one-dimensional instrument.

The scale developed by Rothbard (2001) is
the oldest among those studied. Although it
was proposed before the research by Schaufeli
et al. (2002), it fits better with the engagement
approach of these authors, even if partially. The
same is true for the EACT and EEGT. In the
conception of these three scales, the emotional
component is not necessarily associated with
engagement.

Rothbard (2001) aimed to present and
validate a work and family engagement scale,
evaluating their different roles and correlating
engagement with other constructs, such as
family and work importance and family and
work demands. Proposed in 2001, it has nine
items divided into two dimensions: attention
and absorption. In fact, the items elaborated
by this author for the absorption dimension
underpinned the later development of the scales
that consider this dimension, given that it is
possible to see similarities in questions of the
subsequent scales when compared to those of the
Rothbard Scale.

Upon suggesting the EACT, Lupano-Perugini
et al. (2017) adopt a physical component
(energy) and two cognitive components
(attention and absorption), understanding that
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there is not necessarily an emotional component
associated with the engagement phenomenon.
The authors consider that attention “refers to
the motivational resources that a person can
apply to a given task”, and absorption would be
“the capacity of applying those resources with
intensity” (Lupano-Perugini et al., 2017, p. 128).

The EEGT is a Brazilian two-dimensional
proposal by Siqueira et al. (2014) to work
with two dimensions: vigor and absorption,
opting to exclude dedication because it is “a
dimension very similar to other concepts in the
literature of organizational behavior since its
items are attributed to the work properties such
as challenge, inspiration, enthusiasm, meaning,
and purpose” (p. 150). The authors argue that,
if they kept the items that measure dedication in
their tool, there would be an overlap with items
from other scales, which “could lead to biases
in studies that relate work engagement to, for
example, motivation and job meaningfulness or
job involvement” (Siqueira et al., 2014, p. 150).

B. Scales of the burnout antithesis approach

The MBI is the most used burnout scale to
assess the effects of this syndrome (Ababneh
& Macky, 2015). It is an instrument divided
into three dimensions: exhaustion, cynicism, and
ineffectiveness. Using this scale, opposite scores
from these three dimensions assess three other
dimensions of engagement: energy, involvement,
and efficacy, respectively (Maslach & Leiter,
1997). Like the MBI, the OLBI is a scale
designed for burnout evaluation; however, it
was used in some studies to assess engagement/
disengagement in two opposite dimensions:
energy (exhaustion-vigor) and identification
(cynicism-dedication) (Christian et al., 2011).
Although the burnout antithesis conception has
been criticized and is currently not so frequent
in empirical studies, we chose to indicate these
two scales because it was identified that they also
evaluate engagement.
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C. Scales influenced by Kahn's personal
engagement approach

Regarding the proposed items, it is possible
to point out close similarities between the
items of the May and Rich Scales, both
influenced by Kahn’s personal engagement
approach and divided into three dimensions:
physical, emotional, and cognitive engagement.
The scale developed by May et al. (2004) consists
of thirteen items and is pointed out as the first
measurement instrument conceived from Kahn’s
conception (Ababneh & Macky, 2015; Viljevac
et al., 2012). In turn, the Rich Scale consists
of eighteen items. However, mainly in the
absorption dimension, this instrument presents
items with close similarities to each other such as
“At work, I pay a lot of attention to my job”, “At
work, I focus a great deal of attention on my job”,
and “At work, I devote a lot of attention to my
job” (Rich et al., 2010). In our literature review,
we did not find any validation studies of this scale
beyond the original research, but we conjecture
that further validation attempts could indicate a
leaner scale with fewer questions.

Matz-Costa et al. (2013) proposed a
measurement scale for work engagement (not
necessarily remunerated) among retired elderly
people and related this engagement to the
well-being perceived by such individuals in
their lives from a preventive and restorative
perspective. The PEP is a one-dimensional
seventeen-item instrument since, in the authors’
view, engagement involves “different levels of
interest, focus, and energy experienced while
enacting a role”, which, at high levels of
engagement, cannot be dismembered (p. 1296).
Even with a one-dimensional proposal, their
approach is close to Kahn's insofar as it
represents engagement as an investment of
multiple dimensions (physical, emotional, and
cognitive) of life and job experiences, meeting
personal needs of meaningfulness, safety, and
availability.

The SMVM assesses engagement based on
vigor. Although it may seem that the measure
does not assess engagement itself, Shirom

elaborated it based on Kahn's research and in
criticism of the approach by Schaufeli et al.
(2002). The author suggests the vigor component
of engagement is the one that best expresses
the concept and is not confused with other
psychological constructions.In this conception,
vigor is associated with the energy resources of an
individual, which may be cognitive, emotional, or
physical and are expressed from the dimensions
of physical strength, emotional energy, and
cognitive liveliness (Wefald et al., 2012).

Soane et al. (2012) presented a differentiated
structure for engagement based on activation,
positive affect, and focus. Their study culminated
in the development of the ISA Engagement
Scale. The focus, based on the forerunner vision
by Kahn (1990), is an indispensable condition
for engagement characterized as the alignment
between work roles and work itself. For Soane
et al. (2012), focus must be complemented
by activation and positive affect in order to
turn into engagement. Activation is a response
to stimuli capable of triggering “a range of
affective and cognitive responses” (Soane et al.,
2012, p. 531), and positive affect concerns the
activation of positive emotions stimulated by
work. Based on the convergence of these three
factors, the authors proposed the ISA as a three-
dimensional measure formed by social, affective,
and intellectual engagement. This model differs
from the other scales presented, especially with
regard to social engagement (e.g., “I share the
same work values as my colleagues”, “I share the
same work goals as my colleagues”), an aspect
suggested by Kahn (1990) but not considered in
the construction of other scales.

D. Scales focusing on organizational and job
aspects

The Saks Scale derives from the model of
the antecedents and consequences of employee
engagement and identifies the division between
organizational engagement and job engagement,
which comprise the two dimensions of the scale
(Saks, 2006). Job engagement concerns the
dedication and commitment to work tasks and
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involves items such as “Sometimes I am so into
my job that I lose track of time” and “I am highly
engaged in this job”. In turn, organizational
engagement refers to the employee’s involvement
with their organization, involving statements
such as “Being a member of this organization
is very captivating”, “One of the most exciting
things for me is getting involved with things
happening in this organization”, and “Being a
member of this organization make me come
‘alive”.

The Ababneh Scale was proposed in 2019
and arose from an analysis that Ababneh and
Macky (2015) and Ababneh et al. (2019)
did on different measuring instruments. The
authors argue, as Saks (2006) does, that it is
imperative to differentiate employee engagement
from job engagement. Job engagement refers
to the attachment to employment tasks,
while employee engagement involves job
engagement associated with the attachment
to the organization itself (Ababneh & Macky,
2015). This scale is also influenced by Kahn’s
view of engagement, especially with regard to
adjusting workers to their work roles. As stated
by Kahn (1990), “it is difficult for people to
engage personally in fulfilling work processes
when organizational ends do not fit their own
values” (p. 716). Thus, Ababneh et al. (2019)
suggest a scale composed of five dimensions:
emotion and activation, discretionary effort,
absorption, identification, and task performance.
The dimensions of emotion and activation,
discretionary effort, and absorption are related
to job engagement. In turn, the dimensions
of identification and task performance are
associated with employee engagement.

Proposed by Robinson et al. (2004), the IES
Engagement Tool explores engagement as an
employee’s tendency to align and commit to
their organization. These authors understand
that engagement has similarities and overlaps
two other constructs: employee commitment and
organizational citizenship behavior. However, it
goes beyond both concepts by requiring that
engaged employees have an element of awareness
about the organization’s business. The result is
a one-dimensional scale that favors items such
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as “I speak highly of this organization to my
friends”, “I am proud to tell others I am part of
this organization”, and “This organization really
inspires the very best in me in the way of job
performance”.

Conclusions, limitations, and directions
for future research

This manuscript aimed to survey measurement
instruments used mainly in the academic
literature to assess work engagement. We found
25 scales between academic and business scales,
15 of which were analyzed. By conducting a
robust investigation of the scales, pointing out
different approaches to engagement, and framing
the different instruments in each of them,
we hope to assist researchers in choosing the
scale or theoretical perspective that best suits
their research objectives. As very well stated
by Shuck (2011, p. 320), there is no right or
wrong approach: “similar to choosing a research
method, the approach used to study engagement
should match the [research] question, definition,
and chosen measurement tool”.

From the analysis of the measurement
instruments, we realized there is a diversity of
scales, concepts, and dimensions associated with
the construct. This diversity sometimes brings
the instruments closer together and other times
distances them. When we analyze the items
on each scale, we realize the point that most
approximates them is the cognitive component
of the concept, associated with the notion of
absorption and attention to work. Almost all
scales indicate that engagement is associated
with a state of being so involved in the job
that one loses track of time or devotes oneself
completely to the tasks until they are completed
(except for the IES and SMVM scales). When
studying scales, another point that seems clear is
that engagement involves more a component of
affection to the job itself than to the organization.
Only three scales (Ababneh, Saks, and IES)
comprise items that assess how much employees
feel involved with the organization they work for.
For three of the identified approaches, this shows
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that work engagement is a state more associated
with the identification and attachment to the
tasks performed than to the organizational
context in which the worker is inserted.

Psychometric scales are important tools
for evaluating worker health in the work
environment. Understanding the social and
organizational conditions that affect a worker’s
quality of life may be converted into a
mechanism for assessing psychosocial risks and
enabling worker well-being. Specifically, “work
engagement may play a mediating role between
job resources on the one hand and positive
work attitudes and work behaviors on the
other hand” (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2009, p. 9).
The different measurement instruments may be
used jointly with other scales related to other
organizational behavior constructs to elaborate
a fuller picture of the reality experienced by
the organization. It is essential, however, that
the diagnosis be followed by practical actions
and interventions in the organizational field
with the expectation of mitigating work-related
illnesses. Bakker et al. (2011, p. 85) stated that
a genuine system of engagement is one in which
workers and employers work together to create “a
positive, trusting, civil, respectful, and mutually
beneficial working relationship”. We believe this
idealized system is of complex achievement
— given the worker/employer relationship is
inherently a conflicting interests relationship
— but should be pursued in order to achieve
healthy work environments less susceptible to
work illnesses.

As limitations of this research, we can mention
the choice of only two databases, one of global
reach and scope and another that includes
academic papers produced mainly in Latin
America. In future analyses, a search in other
databases of global or continental reach — as
Scielo is — could be undertaken in order to
assess if there are local initiatives to propose
scales in different countries. Another limitation
of this research was the difficulty in accessing
business scales. This could be a subject for future
studies: an analysis of business scales to assess
whether the corporate view converges to the
academic view of engagement. A preliminary
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analysis of Gallup, the only scale to which we
had access, indicates there may not be such a
convergence. Finally, another proposal for future
research consists of applying all instruments to
the same worker sample to verify whether the
returns obtained from the responses of each scale
converge to common results or even how the
variables in the different scales behave when
compared to other constructs in prediction and
correlation models.
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